about the next general election because that will be an exciting conflict. My other memory is of people being murdered by Hitler's guards; that, too, is the sort of dramatic event which impinges upon memory.
I do not think that the ordinary course of political life makes any impact. Both children know who is the Prime Minister; that is because we live in Westminster, and from their earliest days in the pram they have walked to the Park and returned through Downing Street. They cannot remember the names of other politicians, except occasionally, if they happen to be brought to their notice for a particular reason. Certainly, they have no concept of public men, and they would be able to give you more world capitals than they would Cabinet ministers. That seems to me to be a natural and sensible thing.
Particularly interesting to me, from the point of view of The Times, is the relationship between the television generation and the type of newspaper which they are likely to want. I think there is probably something in the MacLuhan view that television is what he calls a 'cool' medium, a medium which discourages over-statement, making it seem false and misleading, and which encourages people to play down on a domestic scale so that they will have a certain plausibility and acceptance inside the domestic context in which they are being viewed.
It is certainly my impression that what is most valued about the tone of The Times among our younger readers is its traditional tone of detachment, which fits in very well with the feeling which people get from television as a medium. They do not want the kind of pepped-up, over-heated, over-excited, over-dramatic sensationalism which used to be fashionable but which is now, I think, out of date. To that extent I think this is obviously a point very much in favour of television, in that it tends to produce a more balanced, more rational, detached point of view. Against that one has the feeling, although I do not see how this can be documented or proved, that television has in some way had the effect of producing a great widening of the generation gap, which plainly exists in the United States where television exposure has been greater and earlier and which also now exists in this country. That the two things are related in time is certain and that they are related causally is at least possible.
I believe that we have in the mass media a primary responsibility to give people information about the outside world and to present it in a way which is detached and impartial. That is our first function, and if we do not perform it we are not carrying out our task effectively. This, it seems to me, can help children to cope with a world which is, in many ways, more difficult than the world into which their parents were born. I do not really know why I should say that. I suppose it could be argued that nothing as nasty as the world slump or as Hitler is taking place at the present time. Nevertheless, the world seems to be more complex, more dangerous, than it was 30 or 40 years ago. It is certainly more complex, and if the media of information, leaving aside their entertainment function, can provide children with a gradual introduction into world affairs which does not rouse anxiety about them, then I feel that we have done our duty properly.
Mrs Shirley Williams MP (House of Commons, London SWI)
The two Ministries in which I have served, Education and the Home Office, have both involved a good deal of interest in the effect of mass media on young people. The job of the Home Office is to try to find where the balance lies between the freedom of individuals and the maintenance of order, and this is immensely complicated by mass media.
Dr Apley, in his earlier remarks, referred to research which he correctly understood had been undertaken by the Home Office. It should be added that the research was partly financed by the BBC and the ITA. What has emerged most clearly from the research is that no very dogmatic conclusions can be drawn. As yet, at least so far as the research undertaken by the Home Office is concerned, there is no clear correlation between the watching of television play programmes and the increase of violence in the child. The only concrete thing I can say is that what evidence we have seems to show that the child who is wellfounded, the child with a secure home relationship with his parents, is a child who is likely to be little affected by the impact of television or radio whether it is, of itself, bad or not.
On the other hand, the child who is ill-founded, who is unstable, and already emotionally deprived, is likely to be much more affected one way or the other. Therefore, I would say, and I speak as a parent and as a Minister with responsibility for young offenders as well as others, that it is a mistake to try to establish any simple correlation at all. If one wants to look at a correlationand now I speak as a citizen -I suspect that it lies much more in the uncertainty of parents as to what guidance to give their children, and uncertainty as to what authority they should or should not exercise, than in the impact of the mass media. I am talking at the moment about relatively young children.
Dr Apley spoke of the family as being a placenta in society. Perhaps the parallel to thatand you, as pediatricians, will know this far better than Iis what may or may not happen in the case of the rhesus-negative mother in passing on antibodies to her child if they cross the barrier of the placenta. The barrier can filter out most of the bad effects which may be ascribed to the mass media, provided it is not too weak to do so.
I base my observations on the dozens of cases with which I have to deal every week of young offenders coming up for parole where it seems that one returns again and again, not to the influence of mass media on the young adolescent but to a pattern of family deprivation, broken homes, lack of parental affection and so on. That, it seems to me, is of infinitely greater significance.
What of the alleged association between crime and the mass media? You must forgive me if I am rather sceptical here. The sharpest increase in rates of crime occurred about three years after the end of the second world war, that is for the period over which we have figures, and the second sharpest increase was at the end of the 1950s. Yet it has been over the last ten years that the incidence of ownership of television sets has markedly increased. I do not believe that one can scientifically establish a correlation, whatever we may wish to believe. I suspect that one would find the incidence of television set ownership was very considerably less in Northern Ireland than in England. You may draw whatever conclusions you like from that fact.
However, I do not wish to suggest that there is no effect, because I am certain that there is. In this context I wish to refer briefly to three aspects, one of which I consider to be a favourable influence, the other two possibly presenting certain dangers.
First, the favourable influence. The impact of television in terms of what might be called people's visual sensitivity has been extremely important. I remember our society before the war as being one not particularly agreeable to look at. People had very little sense of appearance, of clothing, of cleanliness. Although this may sometimes appear trivial -I am sure that it will not appear so to doctors -I think that this has been of very great importance. More than that, I believe that for many people the mass media have been the high road to emancipation from the apathy of a tedious and grey existence. That is perhaps truer for women than for men, since they have to some extent opened the door of the home for women, and given them a certain self-confidence.
Reverting to my period at the Ministry of Education, I would have said that television and radio, as educational instruments, particularly as conducted by the BBC, have undoubtedly been outstanding. They recognize throughout that the television or radio set must be linked to the human commentator and must appeal to the common denominator of the teacher. The danger of machine teaching, or programmed teaching, and the set presentation of programmes to the child at school, lies in a situation where the child has to take as gospel what the programmeteaching machine or television set tells it. The value of linking it with the teacher is, of course, that one can then create an aura of discussion or thought, as Monica Sims said, around the programme and train the child from being a receiver of ideas into someone who realizes that he or she may now discuss them, leading off with the additional information that television and radio present in a particularly attractive way.
May I also add, in this context, that the effect of both television and radio is something which should not be overlooked in improving the presentation of textbooks and children's books generally. It is, today, easier for the child who is a reader, as well as the child who is a viewer, to get the benefit of much more visually exciting material.
Monica Sims spoke of programmes for very young children. I think they are extremely good. They widen children's horizons and give them a sense of what is going on in the world. What is at least as important, they give children a permanent sense of concern. Later I shall criticize the programmes for an older age-group which I do not think do the job anything like as effectively. I am inclined to think that Monica Sims, speaking as she did largely about programmes for the under-12s, was perhaps talking about the most outstanding aspect of television for children.
That brings me to the two areas in which I feel concerned both as a mother and as a Minister. I am talking now about children from 12 to 13 upwards. The first danger is one which Miss Sims mentioned in passing, the danger, not of direct emulation, although I repeat that children who are deprived and have a tendency, because of this, to delinquency, are very much more at risk than the great majority of children in this respect, but of trivialization. Two effects arise from mass media, one from newspapers and one from television. Some newspapers often use phrases which disguise the actual content of the deed they purport to report. Anyone who lived through the second world war will know precisely what I mean by such phrases as 'mopping-up operations', or 'wiping out' something, or 'saturation bombing'. These were phrases which were intended to soften the extremely disagreeable truths which they described.
Nowadays such phrases as 'main lining' are used. That does not sound half so bad as, and a great deal more exciting than, the idea of injecting drugs into a vein, very often through a dirty hypodermic needle, which is the action described by the phrase. Another recent and very disagreeable example is the phrase 'Paki-bashing', which sounds like a game, but is actually describing fists going into the face of a Pakistani in the East End of London. So described, 'Pakibashing' is depicted as a game, which it is not, and as it was presented in a very irresponsible television programme recently. The phrase suggests something like a game in which we can all enjoyably engage.
To my mind there is nothing very odd about the fact that that television programme was followed by incidents of this kind which occurred in a part of London which had not previously experienced them. I imagine all of us can point to similar examples of direct emulation. Although it is not helpful to exaggerate this aspect, it exists as a phenomenon in certain cases, where a phrase, idea, or concept has been popularized by the mass media.
My third point is the danger of setting a fashion through mass media, especially setting a fashion for the age group which tends to congregate in groups or gangs, and to copy one another. There is a danger about being 'with-it' because that is the 'with-it' thing to do as a teenager, as presented by the mass media. Another danger is rather more subtle. I thought when William Rees-Mogg was describing television as a 'cool' mcdium that there is one aspect in which it is less cool, and that is the premium on immediacy, which means, for example, that if one was watching television news yesterday and today, and over the last few months, these are the days of the moon rockets, the day before yesterday was the day of the French avalanche, the day before that was the day of the Turkish earthquake, the months before that were the months of the Nigerian starvation, and so on. There is a danger of each event pushing out the other, resulting in a psychedelic muddle of sensational events in which the suffering goes on, but the presentation of the suffering is made a 24-hour or 36-hour phenomenon. I am still struck by the astonishing way in which the problems of Nigeria, which dominated the press and television for weeks, dropped like a stone in a pond out of the news, so that if you now wish to know what is currently happening, it is necessary to search very hard to find a column on page 7, which tells you about the starving babies about whom so much was written and said six weeks or two months ago.
I want to say one word about violence. One of the curious points is the extent to which physical courage, largely through the channel of American films, is presented as the highest virtue, so that the man who attacks violence himself needs to be violent. 'High Noon' was the best example of this. You may remember that the cowboy hero was a Quaker, or at least married to a Quaker wife, yet he finally discovered, despite his Quaker beliefs, that the only thing which would really work was to walk down the middle of a street confronting his enemy and seeing who would shoot first. Most adults know that moral courage is a much more rare and valuable attribute than physical courage, yet this comes over only rarely.
Finally, 1 should like to comment briefly on authority. William Rees-Mogg said that many parents feel that their children are growing up in a harder world than they did themselves, and followed by referring to the slump in the thirties. I think he was right to do so because, in a sense, the world is much easier than it used to be, as well as being very much harder. I tried to think about what it was which made it so very much more difficult. Increasingly, I think it is not so much that it is more difficult to be a child, but that it is extremely difficult to be a parent, or, for that matter, to be anybody with any kind of authority in our type of society. The mass media have, in a sense, ushered into this country something much closer to real democracy than has ever been the case before. Yet we have discovered, as a result, that real democracy has its drawbacks as well as its strengths. It questions all the elites, the elite of politicians, the elite of journalists and broadcasters, and, as you all know to your cost, increasingly the elite of the professions, doctors, psychologists, or the university professor, who would never have been attacked a generation ago as he is now. This, to my mind, is the most fascinating impact that the mass media have had. The man or perhaps even more the teenager-in-the-street, has been given the feeling that if he is not at least as good as the experts, he has as much right to question and criticize them as has the television interviewer.
Professor Hilde T Himmelweit (London School ofEconomics andPolitical Science, Houghton Street, London WC2) Television and our Society Today It has been stressed that there should be more research into the effects of violence in television and that, while waiting for the results of such research, little or nothing need be done. Is this really so? Let us ask ourselves what kind of research would be required in order to ensure that the television companies can act on it.
The real question is a precise one. It asks by how much, if any, must we reduce the number of
